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January 11, 2010 
7:00 p.m.– 9:00 p.m. 

 
Present Member and affiliation Yes No Others in attendance and affiliation 

Ed Brandt, public-at-large   Mary Dolan, Dept. of Planning 
Jill Coutts, scientific/academic    Jeff Cohen 
Rick Ducey, business   Sheila Cohen, WSSC Budget Group 

Leader 
Kay Fulcomer, public-at-large   Mark Symborski, Dept. of Planning 
Erica Goldman, scientific/academic    
Carol Henry, scientific/academic    
Alan Kravitz, public-at-large    
Lonnie Luther, agricultural* appointed in July 2009    
Daphne Pee, public-at-large    
Dusty Rood, Vice-Chair, business     
Fred Samadani, agricultural    
Larry Silverman,Chair, environmental     
Mike Smith, environmental    
Tanya Spano, environmental    
Eileen Straughan, business    
Martin Chandler, WSSC    
Meo Curtis, DEP    
Doug Redmond, MNCPPC    

Agenda Item Major Points 
1. Welcome and Approval 
of Agenda and Meeting 
Summary from November 
Larry Silverman, Chair 

Chair Silverman opened the meeting at 7:15 p.m.  The agenda and summary were 
reviewed and approved, with a minor typo correction. 
 

2. WSSC presentation, 
Sheila Cohen, WSSC 
 

The WQAG welcomed Sheila Cohen, WSSC Budget Group Leader for a briefing on 
the WSSC annual budget process and current fiscal year requests.  Ms. Cohen 
noted that the WSSC must develop two budgets one for operating and one for CIP.  
The CIP budget is the larger amount which covers the structures--new construction, 
repair, and maintenance.  The WSSC General Manager recommends the budget to 
the Commissioners in December and must publish the request by January 15.  
Montgomery County had agreed to support a 9.9% rate increase while Prince 
George's County had agreed to support an 8% increase.  The likely rate increase will 
be in between.  The public meeting on the WSSC budget will take place in 
Montgomery County on Thursday February 4th at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Office 
Building.  The WSSC budget will be presented to Council on February 17. 
 
For next fiscal year,  the WSSC is requesting additional funds to accelerate the 
repair and replacement of water lines.  The focus will continue on the large diameter 
water pipes, reflecting an estimate of $489 M over six years for this effort.  The 
WSSC is also proposing increasing in-house staff for water main break repairs which 
should double their capacity for repair.   
 
The WQAG had a series of questions for Ms. Cohen: 
1.  Are there special protections for drainage to the reservoirs?  Ms. Cohen 

responded that it is not a line item but is provided through the regional Patuxent 
Reservoirs Protection agreement.  Meo Curtis noted that this interjurisdictional 
group had requested line item funding in the WSSC budget for Patuxent 
Reservoirs Protection.  Martin Chandler responded that WSSC management had 
decided against a separate line item for this. 

2. In response to a question about Stimulus Fund money, Ms. Cohen noted that 
WSSC had applied for about $90M grant funds but got $4M for one project in 
Prince George's County and another $2M from MDE for this same project which 
is estimated to cost $8M total.    
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3.  About costs associated with growth, MS. Cohen responded that these costs are 
covered through the System Development Charge--impact fee. 

4.  In terms of allocations, about 1/3rd of the budget is to pay off debt plus charge for 
Blue Plains treatment. 

 
Ms. Cohen mentioned that two budget cycles ago, the WSSC had proposed an 
infrastructure renewal budget to fix aging pipes but the Counties rejected this.  The 
WSSC has received Maryland Water Quality Revolving Loan funds in the past and 
are advocating federal low-interest loan program.  She noted that there is a Utility 
MasterPlan which focuses on assets, status, mainentance, and scheduling. 
 
There was additional discussion among members about next steps related to this 
budget presentation.  It was decided to defer a letter of support because of 
uncertainties on providing support for a specific increase lacking expertise to 
determine if this is an adequate or reasonable amount.   
 
Chair Silverman asked Alan Kravitz, Daphne Pee, and Carol Henry to consider what 
benchmarks would be needed by the WQAG to evaluate the proposed rate increase 
for consideration at a future meeting. 

3.  Water Resources 
Element 
Mary Dolan and Mark 
Symborski, MNCPPC 
Planning 

Mary Dolan from Planning provide insights into the process to date on the Water 
Resources Element (WRE).  There had been public meetings, including the Planning 
Board session in December.  The deadline for public comments was on January 15, 
2010. 
 
Mark Symborski provided a presentation (attached) on the general framework of the 
Water Resources Functional Plan requirements for drinking water supply, 
wastewater treatment capacity, and stormwater management to meet water quality 
standards.  The planning horizon covered is to 2030, with an expectation of 5-year 
updates.  The State Law  (HB1141) required adoption by November 2010, with the 
possibility of extension to 2011. 
 
Subsequent questions by the Water Quality Advisory Group included: 
1.  What change will occur as a result of this plan? The plan reinforces existing water 

and sewer plans as adequate for planned growth.  It is not specific to any site or 
development project. 

2.  Members noted that there is a case for retrofit and restoration but that the Plan 
does not create a sense of what is the biggest threat to water quality.  One 
comment was that the biggest threat is how to accommodate 200,000 more 
people on only 4% more land to be developed.  How will the County deal with 
runoff from impervious areas differently than was done in the past? 

3.  Were issues from agricultural areas included?  What ways exist to encourage 
private property owners to install etrofits.  What will need to be done over the next 
five years to meet plan goals.   

 
Chair Silverman noted that the WQAG had not discussed the policy and specific 
recommendations of the WRF Master Plan. He suggested that these be deferred to 
the the next meeting and asked the Dept. of Planning representatives what was 
expected--endorsement,  comments on gaps and omissions?  Ms. Dolan indicated 
that all comments from WQAG would be considered as the Dept. of Planning 
finalized the WRE.. 

4. Other Items and 
adjournment 

Ms. Curtis mentioned that the annual meeting with the Executive was scheduled for 
Tuesday 2/2 and wondered about the annual report.  Chair Silverman agreed to put 
together a list of accomplishments and circulate to other members for input for 
presentation at the annual meeting. 
 
The meeting was adjourned about 9:10 p.m. 

 



The Montgomery County Water Resources 
Functional Plan

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission

Water Quality Advisory Group
January 11, 2010

HB 1141



State  WRE Guidance and Expectations

• WRE’s must amend General Plans
and should be crafted at a level of
detail appropriate for a General Plan

• Should serve as a Policy Umbrella to
address maintaining adequate:

• drinking water supplies;
• wastewater treatment capacity; and
• water quality
in light of planned growth to 2030

• Nutrient Loading Analysis



County land use, growth, and 
stormwater management that is 
consistent with adequate drinking water 
supplies, wastewater treatment 
capacity, water quality regulatory 
requirements, and inter-jurisdictional 
commitments.

GOAL



“The health of our waters is the primary measure of 
how we live on the land.”

----Aldo Leopold

Stream 
Effects



Using Stormwater as a Valuable Resource

Design



Redevelopment
And Infill

Retrofits for 
Older 
Development



Natural 
Resources 
Management

Interagency 
Coordination and 
Collaboration



Guidance for Other 
Plans and Programs
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March 8, 2010 
7:00 p.m.– 9:00 p.m. 

 
Present Member and affiliation Yes No Others in attendance and affiliation 

Ed Brandt, public-at-large   Mark Symborski, Dept. of Planning 
Jill Coutts, scientific/academic     
Rick Ducey, business    
Kay Fulcomer, public-at-large    
Erica Goldman, scientific/academic    
Carol Henry, scientific/academic    
Alan Kravitz, public-at-large    
Lonnie Luther, agricultural* appointed in July 2009    
Daphne Pee, public-at-large    
Dusty Rood, Vice-Chair, business     
Fred Samadani, agricultural    
Larry Silverman,Chair, environmental     
Mike Smith, environmental    
Tanya Spano, environmental    
Eileen Straughan, business    
Martin Chandler, WSSC    
Meo Curtis, DEP    
Doug Redmond, MNCPPC    

Agenda Item Major Points 

1. Welcome and Approval 
of Agenda and Meeting 
Summary from January 
Dusty Rood, Vice-Chair 

Vice-Chair Rood welcomed everyone at about 7:10 p.m.  He announced that Chair 
Silverman needed to prepare for the meeting with the Executive at 8:30 p.m. and 
would not be participating in the monthly meeting. The final version of the Annual 
Report and cover letter are attached to this summary. 
 
 There had been no meeting in February due to weather. Vice-Chair Rood  asked for 
and received approval of the January meeting summary.  
 
Vice-Chair asked members about possible agenda topics.  Stormwater Permit 
Implementation Plan status; impervious area interpretation; outreach and education, 
planning  for future meetings.  He noted that Chair Silverman’s term with the WQAG 
would expire in June and there was a need to elect a new chair in May. Vice-Chair 
Rood expressed a willingness to continue as Vice-Chair. 

2. Update on Watershed 
Restoration 
Implementation Strategy 
Meo Curtis, DEP 

Ms. Curtis briefed the WQAG on the two public meetings recently held for the 
purpose of getting general public input on the approach being used to develop the 
MS4 Permit Watershed Restoration Implementation Strategy.  The presentation is 
attached to this summary.  There had been a fair turn out at the north county 
meeting and a much larger turn out at the south county meeting.  There were no 
attendees from either the Lower Monocacy or Patuxent watersheds.  She asked the 
WQAG members to provide input for the matrix of public outreach and stewardship 
programs that had been distributed at those meetings.  The goal of that matrix was 
to evaluate awareness and participation in existing County and non-County agency 
stewardship programs and to identify other programs that would solicit participation 
by residents and other stakeholders.  

3. Discussion of Possible 
Agenda items All 
mnenbers 

There followed discussion about WQAG agenda for future meetings. 
 
Mike Smith suggested discussion related to the Watershed Restoration 
Implementation Strategy for better interagency coordination; better enforcement; 
better resident and county agency communication.  Vice-Chair Rood suggested 
gaining input from Chair Silverman about priorities fo the next few months.  Carol 
Henry expressed a need for planning for future meetings to assure productive 
discussion.   
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Numerous other topics were mentioned. 
• Increase permitting to increase runoff management possibilities, e.g. with 

guttering or roof replacements 
• Improve lot-to-lot drainage requirements 
• Identify how LID retrofits could increase property values 
• Investigate Portland/Philadelphia ‘green infrastructure’ approach and 

applicability in  Montgomery County 
• Find out how federal proposals for stormwater management will affect what 

Montgomery County does 
• Investigate market driven approaches for mix of incentives associated with 

regulatory requirements and education 
• Identify ways to engage stakeholder groups by going to where they are 

rather than inviting them to meetings, including umbrella groups like 
Commission on Common Ownership Communities 

• Identify ways to increase water conservation despite fact that water is cheap 
so wasting it is easy 

• Engage Master Gardeners, who in general are more environmentally 
oriented than the general public 

• Relate the responsibility for clean up to those who are polluting or trashing 
• Review prior meeting summaries for action items and identify if follow up 

had occurred 
 

4. Next Meeting items  
Vice-Chair Rood 

Vice-Chair Rood provided a reminder of the need for a new chair and acknowledged 
the commitment of Chair Silverman who had participated in a number of meetings 
before Council and with Councilmembers on behalf of the Water Quality Advisory 
Group.  Vice-Chair Rood also mentioned that a Certificate of Appreciation was in 
order and that he would also be willing to organize for a special acknowledgement 
from the WQAG on behalf of Chair Silverman. 
 
Vice-Chair Rood suggested that Chair Silverman provide guidance for topics for the 
next two meetings.  There was no opposition to this suggestion. 

 
5.  Meeting Adjourned 
and next meeting  
Vice-Chair Rood 
 

Meeting was adjourned around 9 p.m.  Next meeting Monday April 12, 2010 at DEP. 
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Water Quality Advisory Group 
MISSION: To recommend policies, programs, and priorities that protect, maintain, 
and/or restore the biological, chemical and physical integrity of County streams, rivers, 
wetlands, groundwater, lakes, and other water resources. 

 
2009-2010 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE WATER QUALITY ADVISORY GROUP TO THE 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE. 
 
SUMMARY OF PAST YEAR RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Here are the key recommendations that the Water Quality Advisory Group has communicated to 
the Executive and Council over the last year.  
 

1. Water Quality Protection Charge: The WQAG made an extensive investigation of this 
subject and produced a thoughtful letter, one that reflects the consensus of the group. 
Copy attached. Here is a summary of our recommendations: 

a. Maximize water quality return on investment. We urge the County to develop a means 
for financing improvements on higher quality streams as well as lower quality streams, 
which will receive the bulk of funds allocated by the charge.  

b.  Provide incentives for residents and business owners to participate directly in water 
quality improvements.  

c. Improve baseline data quality and refine assessment methodology. 
d. Restructure exemptions from the charge. The current system of exemptions is hard to 

rationalize in terms of impacts, equity and cost recovery. 
e. Review legal status of Water Quality Protection Charge. Federal and State property in the 

County have large impacts on water quality. Because the WQPC is a tax rather than a fee, 
they are exempt from paying their fair share. This should be re-examined. 

2. Adequate Budget for the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP): As we did 
last year, WQAG arrived at the consensus that DEP needs to be fully funded to meet the 
very challenging requirements of the new permit. We appreciate your support for this 
budget even in these harder times. Although we have devoted portions of three monthly 
meetings to budget issues facing the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 
(WSSC), we have not yet reached a consensus on WSSC rate increases. This suggests to 
the Chair that WSSC has not yet made an adequate case for rate increases. We will 
continue to work this issue.   

3. Greater Public Recognition of Water Assets and Investments: For several years, the 
Water Quality Advisory Group has urged for more efforts to educate the public about the 
County streams and stream protection measures, through storm drain labeling and 
interpretive signage. In June, we wrote to the Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation urging a program of interpretive signage for the Montrose Parkway, which 
incorporates many water quality protection features that are not obvious to the general 
public. A member of our group, Dr. Carol Henry, was instrumental in bringing the 
County’s excellent water quality work on the parkway project to the attention of a 
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national transportation publication. Nonetheless, the average citizen of the County is now 
being asked to pay more to protect resources he or she often does not fully appreciate or 
understand. We continue to urge the County to develop a signage plan for its water 
environment. It may be that the implementation of such a plan could be funded through 
private contributions. But the County should take the lead.  

4. The WQAG has noted the County budget makes plans to cut the tree planting budget by 
$247,000 and thinks this is short-sighted.  The WQAG recommends fully funding the tree 
planting budget, noting the importance of trees to water and air quality. Our focus of 
course is on water quality. Others, including most recently the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments Anacostia Watershed Forest Management and Protection 
Strategy, likewise emphasize the importance of trees in connection with property values, 
shade, temperature, crime reduction, noise reduction, carbon sequestration, aesthetic and 
recreational values, and other benefits.  

 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS: Here are some proposed topics for the WQAG’s consideration in the 
current year.  

1. Pending legislation: Montgomery County legislators have introduced a bill at the state 
level on the Water Quality Protection Charge. The WQAG would be pleased to examine 
this legislation and see how it comports with our recommendations in this area, if the 
Executive or Council would find this helpful. 

2. Water Resources Element: We have had a number of discussions on the Water Resources 
Element plan now being considered by Park & Planning. We hope to develop 
recommendations on the plan for the Executive and Council before the July deadline for 
final approval. 

3. Stormwater Law Changes: There are proposals in the legislature and at the County 
administrative level for exempting previously approved or “grandfathered” properties 
from current stormwater requirements. The WQAG may take up this subject if we 
determine we can be helpful to the County officials. 

4. Financing infrastructure: We will continue to discuss how to secure financing for needed 
upgrades to the aging stormwater infrastructure.  

5. Public outreach and education. 
6. Agriculture: We plan to discuss how to best meet the dual requirements of protecting 

water quality and preserving Maryland’s agriculture heritage.  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to present this report to you in person. 

Respectfully submitted, 

WATER QUALITY ADVISORY GROUP 

by 

Larry J. Silverman 

Chair 
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Water Quality Advisory Group 

MISSION: To recommend policies, programs, and priorities that protect, maintain, 
and/or restore the biological, chemical and physical integrity of County streams, rivers, 
wetlands, groundwater, lakes, and other water resources. 

Montgomery County Executive 
Ike Leggett 
Executive Office Building 
101 Monroe Street, 2nd Floor 
Rockville, MD 20850 
(240) 777-2500 
TTY (240) 777-2544 
Email: mailto:ocemail@montgomerycountymd.gov 

Montgomery County Council 
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 
(240) 777-7900 
TTY (240) 777-7914 
FAX: (240) 777-7989  
Email: county.council@montgomerycountymd.gov 
President:  Phil Andrews 
Vice-President: Roger Berliner  
       November 13, 2009 

 

Dear County Executive and County Council Members: 

We are writing to you to share information and provide recommendations regarding an 
important water quality matter in Montgomery County. Since 2002, the County’s Water Quality 
Protection Charge (WQPC) has served as a supplemental source of revenue to finance a 
myriad of water quality programs and projects in the County, including maintenance of 
stormwater management facilities, stream restoration improvements and the Rainscapes 
program. The Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (MCDEP) is in the 
process of thoroughly reviewing the WQPC with the objective of recommending changes aimed 
at meeting several goals.  

One of the imminent goals of the review of the WQPC is to identify ways to provide 
additional financial resources to meet the conditions of the County’s new Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit. The new conditions are estimated to cost 133 million dollars 
over five years.  
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In order to better understand this issue, the Water Quality Advisory Group (WQAG) met 
with Steve Shofar, the Watershed Management Division Chief of MCDEP for a presentation on 
the goals of the study. We invited Dave Humpton, Executive Director of the Montgomery Village 
Foundation, to speak with us concerning their community’s concerns. Several of the WQAG 
members also attended an outreach meeting to hear concerns and ideas from those in 
attendance. Finally, the full WQAG discussed and debated the various issues and formed the 
following consensus recommendations for your consideration. 

Recommendation # 1: Maximize water quality return on investment 
Under the terms of the permit, the bulk of the WQPC revenues will be directed at treating 

the most densely populated areas where water quality is seriously impaired. The Water Quality 
Advisory Group recommends that the Executive and Council also find resources to protect and 
enhance higher quality or minimally impaired waters in less densely populated parts of the 
County.  Water quality goals cannot be achieved without a strategy for doing both.  In general 
the WQAG encourages the County to maximize its environmental yield for investments in 
improved water quality. 

Recommendation # 2: Provide incentives for residents and business owners to 
participate directly in water quality improvements  

The current Water Quality Protection Charge offers no incentive to residents and 
business owners who reduce the stormwater impacts on their own property by installing rain 
gardens and rain barrels or similar steps. The County does have an excellent but 
undersubscribed Rainscapes program for encouraging rain gardens and similar types of on-lot 
practices. The Advisory Group recommends that the Protection Charge be restructured so as to 
reward people who reduce imperviousness on their own property with credits against the 
charge. The idea is to encourage residents to participate in the Rainscapes programs.  

In rural areas, where residents rely on private wells and septic, the credit could be used 
to encourage installation of low-flow water appliances to protect groundwater. For multifamily 
communities and home owners associations (HOAs), credits might be given to incentivize 
constructing best management practices (BMPs) for untreated impervious surfaces. Providing 
an option that causes residents and business owners to contemplate water quality will have a 
meaningful outreach and water quality impact. The WQAG recommends providing residents and 
business owners who are assessed under the WQPC the option to reduce the WQPC payment 
if they undertake water quality improvements to their property. 

Recommendation # 3: Improve baseline data quality and refine assessment 
methodology 

Upon speaking with representatives of the Montgomery Village Foundation and other 
property owners, it became clear that the baseline data used to establish the assessable base 
are not always reliable. Certain classes of real estate are assessed according to the amount of 
impervious surface on the property. The amount of impervious surface is based on a 
measurement by MCDEP using geographical information systems (GIS), which are still being 
worked on to meet this need. In some cases, the assessment of a property has changed 
annually when no physical changes to the property have occurred.   

Variations in the accuracy and precision of baseline data make it difficult to assess the 
actual impact of change. Addressing issues related to data quality, as the County is now doing, 
will take some time. The Advisory Group recommends that the County Executive and Council 
develop short-term and long-term approaches to this challenge.  
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Recommendation # 4: Restructure exemptions from the charge 
The majority of businesses in the County are exempt from paying the Charge, based on 

whether or not they drain to a residential stormwater facility.  Both businesses with extensive 
stormwater management features on their property and businesses with no stormwater control 
might be exempt. The current system of exemptions is hard to rationalize in terms of impacts, 
equity and cost recovery. We note that the subject of business exemptions is part of the current 
review of the Charge. We recommend that Executive and Council give this subject their closest 
attention. 

Recommendation # 5: Review legal status of Water Quality Protection Charge 
According to MCDEP representatives, the WQPC is legally considered a tax and, 

therefore, cannot be imposed on Federal, and possibly State-owned properties. If the WQPC 
were structured as a fee and not a tax, Federal and State owned properties could then be 
assessed.  

Federally and State-owned properties in Montgomery County pose significant burdens 
and impacts on the County’s stormwater system and on water quality. The County should 
consider these types of properties and how they could be included in the WQPC.   

 

We were pleased to see that recommendations #1, #2, #3, and # 4 are under active 
consideration by the Department of Environmental Protection and its consultants. 
Recommendation #5, which addresses how the levels of government allocate the burdens of 
water management in shared watersheds, raises legal, political and constitutional questions that 
are beyond the scope of the consultant’s report. Nonetheless, these issues are very important 
for the Council and Executive to consider.   

As the WQPC discussion advances, the Water Quality Advisory Group will continue to 
examine this issue and provide feedback to you. Please do not hesitate to call on us if you have 
any questions related to this information. We are at your service.   

 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Larry Silverman, Chair  Dusty Rood, Vice Chair 
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State of Our Streams:State of Our Streams:
Restoration and Protection Restoration and Protection 
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Meeting GoalsMeeting Goals
Learn about the CountyLearn about the County’’s goals for s goals for 
watershed restoration and protectionwatershed restoration and protection

Regulatory requirementsRegulatory requirements
Protect good quality streamsProtect good quality streams

Review current watershed conditionsReview current watershed conditions
AnacostiaAnacostia, Rock Creek, Cabin John, , Rock Creek, Cabin John, PatuxentPatuxent
Projects and programs for restorationProjects and programs for restoration

What is a watershed?What is a watershed?
Who do you represent?Who do you represent?
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Meeting GoalsMeeting Goals

3

Provide inputProvide input
Restoration opportunitiesRestoration opportunities
Effective outreach methodsEffective outreach methods
Increasing public stewardshipIncreasing public stewardship

Discuss next stepsDiscuss next steps
How You Can Stay Involved and Help the How You Can Stay Involved and Help the 
County Meet These Restoration GoalsCounty Meet These Restoration Goals

4

Montgomery County, MDMontgomery County, MD
500 sq. miles 500 sq. miles 
940,000 people940,000 people
about 12% impervious about 12% impervious 
overalloverall
Second only to Baltimore Second only to Baltimore 
City within Maryland in City within Maryland in 
average people per average people per 
square milesquare mile
Potomac and Potomac and PatuxentPatuxent
River WatershedsRiver Watersheds

 

New York 
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Must Address Urban Water Must Address Urban Water 
Quality ImpactsQuality Impacts

5

Untreated oily runoff 
from a parking lot

Threats to 
infrastructure

Illegal dumping

6

Too much flow and too many Too much flow and too many 
pollutantspollutants

6
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Too much trashToo much trash
InletInlet

8

Degraded stream 
habitats and water 
quality affects the  
biological life
in our streams

Disrupts Aquatic SystemDisrupts Aquatic System
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Restore impaired streams, Restore impaired streams, 
protect good streamsprotect good streams
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StormwaterStormwater PermitPermit
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
(MS4) Permit, (MS4) Permit, akaaka StormwaterStormwater PermitPermit
Issued by the State (Maryland Department of the Issued by the State (Maryland Department of the 
Environment) for five year periodEnvironment) for five year period
Covers entire County area Covers entire County area except:except:

Rural areasRural areas
Municipalities: Gaithersburg, Municipalities: Gaithersburg, TakomaTakoma Park, and RockvillePark, and Rockville
MNCPPC and WSSCMNCPPC and WSSC
Other State and Federal properties and RoadsOther State and Federal properties and Roads

10March 6, 2010
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Add Add stormwaterstormwater management to currently unmanaged, management to currently unmanaged, 
developed areasdeveloped areas

Treatment goal is additional Treatment goal is additional 20% of impervious area 20% of impervious area currently currently 
not treated to the MEPnot treated to the MEP

Achieve Total Maximum Daily Loads (Achieve Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLsTMDLs))
TMDLsTMDLs set pollutant reduction goalsset pollutant reduction goals
Bacteria, sediment, nutrients, with trash under developmentBacteria, sediment, nutrients, with trash under development

Meet commitments in Trash Free Potomac TreatyMeet commitments in Trash Free Potomac Treaty
Increase use of Environmental Site Design (ESD) to Increase use of Environmental Site Design (ESD) to 
the maximum extent practicable (MEP)the maximum extent practicable (MEP)
Assure public input and stewardship opportunitiesAssure public input and stewardship opportunities

Requirements of this PermitRequirements of this Permit

March 6, 2010
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Need for watershed restorationNeed for watershed restoration
Uncontrolled Uncontrolled stormwaterstormwater is the major cause of is the major cause of 
local stream problemslocal stream problems
ESD solution requires moving from downstream ESD solution requires moving from downstream 
controls to getting to the sourcecontrols to getting to the source
Increase use of Low Impact Development (LID) Increase use of Low Impact Development (LID) 
techniquestechniques

12March 6, 2010
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Watershed Restoration Watershed Restoration 
Implementation StrategyImplementation Strategy

www.biohabitats.comwww.biohabitats.com

http://http://www.horsleywitten.comwww.horsleywitten.com

www.versar.netwww.versar.net

www.chesapeakestormwater.netwww.chesapeakestormwater.net

www.capucoconsulting.comwww.capucoconsulting.com

www.resolv.orgwww.resolv.org

13The Consultant Team March 6, 2010
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Implementation PlansImplementation Plans
Four of Seven Watershed GroupingsFour of Seven Watershed Groupings

Have existing or ongoing retrofit and Have existing or ongoing retrofit and 
restoration assessmentsrestoration assessments
Have pollutant load requirementsHave pollutant load requirements

Presentations and Discussion Presentations and Discussion 
Baseline inventoriesBaseline inventories
Preliminary action inventoriesPreliminary action inventories
Draft Public Outreach and StewardshipDraft Public Outreach and Stewardship

14March 6, 2010
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Watershed GroupingsWatershed Groupings
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Other watersheds:Other watersheds:
PrePre--assessmentsassessments

Watershed GroupsWatershed Groups
Lower Potomac Lower Potomac 
DirectDirect
Upper Potomac Upper Potomac 
DirectDirect

Review Existing Review Existing 
studiesstudies
Recommend data Recommend data 
collection and filling collection and filling 
gapsgaps

16

Happy Biological MonitoringHappy Biological Monitoring
Photo Courtesy of MCDEP
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Existing Conditions and Planned Existing Conditions and Planned 
Restoration ProjectsRestoration Projects

Present inventory of baseline conditionsPresent inventory of baseline conditions
Provide an opportunity to identify Provide an opportunity to identify 
additional:additional:

Problems from local experiencesProblems from local experiences
Restoration projectsRestoration projects
Outreach and stewardship opportunitiesOutreach and stewardship opportunities

17
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Summary Maps for Each WatershedSummary Maps for Each Watershed

Baseline conditions mapsBaseline conditions maps
Impervious coverImpervious cover
Existing practicesExisting practices
Special protection areas (Special protection areas (SPAsSPAs))

Pollutants of particular concernPollutants of particular concern
Restoration objectivesRestoration objectives

18
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Impervious Cover in Typical Impervious Cover in Typical 
Residential NeighborhoodResidential Neighborhood

2020

Neighborhood Impervious CoverNeighborhood Impervious Cover
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Walhonding Tuscarawas

driveway
rooftop
on-street parking
roadway

Glen Echo Heights Rainscapes Study, 2009
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ApproachApproach
Map and evaluate Best Management Practices Map and evaluate Best Management Practices 
((BMPsBMPs))

Existing Existing BMPsBMPs
CountyCounty’’s planned s planned stormwaterstormwater management and management and 
stream restoration projects stream restoration projects 

Look for additional opportunitiesLook for additional opportunities
Low Impact Development (LID) Low Impact Development (LID) retrofitsretrofits

Involve stakeholders and increase public Involve stakeholders and increase public 
Stewardship Stewardship 
Develop Countywide Strategy using all watershedsDevelop Countywide Strategy using all watersheds

21March 6, 2010
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Best Management Practices Best Management Practices 
((BMPsBMPs))

22

Vegetated Swale

Underground Sand Filter

Wet PondDry Pond
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BMP: Stormwater Pond 
Retrofits

Wheaton Branch in Sligo Creek
County’s first watershed retrofit 
project
Over 800 acres of dense 
residential and commercial 
development
Manage more frequent storms 
Protect downstream reaches

24

BMP: BMP: StormwaterStormwater WetlandWetland

24

Rock Creek- Turkey Branch

Peppertree Pond Retrofit

Before - Low flow channels After
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BMP: Stream RestorationBMP: Stream Restoration
Rock CreekRock Creek-- Turkey BranchTurkey Branch

25

Before – Stream Bank Erosion After restoration

26

Low Impact Development (LID)Low Impact Development (LID)
BMPsBMPs

Porous 
Concrete

Upper Paint 
Branch –

Good Hope 
Road

Water soaking 
through the surface
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White Oak Library Tree Boxes

Dennis Ave Health Center Bioretention Cell

LID RetrofitsLID Retrofits

2009

2006

2009

28

LID: Roadside swales LID: Roadside swales 

Upper 
Paint 

Branch
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Other LID Other LID BMPsBMPs

29

Micro-Bioretention

Fernwood Road dry swales, Source: DOT

30

Source: Gallagher, Christine. 2009. “Green Streets Low Impact Development Initiative in Gaithersburg, MD”

LID: Curb Extensions

Traffic Calming
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LID: Green Roofs

University of Maryland Shady Grove

Germantown Commercial Crystal Rock 
green roof

3232

Public Outreach and 
Stewardship Work Plan 

Overview
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Increase Public Stewardship

Fish introductionTree planting

Digging a 
rain garden

Marking 
Storm drains

Trash Pickup

34

Public Outreach and Public Outreach and 
Stewardship Work PlanStewardship Work Plan

Effective outreach Effective outreach 
toolstools
Key messages for Key messages for 
diverse audiencesdiverse audiences
Extension beyond Extension beyond 
County agenciesCounty agencies

34

Happy but Wet Tree PlantersHappy but Wet Tree Planters
Photo Source: Bob Cumberland
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Outreach and Involvement

Establish outreach goals that directly 
support each restoration objective
Encourage and promote stakeholder 
involvement in restoration actions
Build upon existing outreach programs
Identify additional outreach opportunities 
where needed to achieve restoration 
objectives

3636

Where We Need Your Ideas

Assessing the effectiveness of existing County 
outreach 
Confirming the universe of stakeholders
Identifying additional opportunities to increase 
likelihood of stakeholder participation in 
restoration actions
Developing strategic partnerships (i.e., watershed 
groups, business groups, community 
associations, cultural groups, religious groups)
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Judging Stewardship 
Program Effectiveness

Runoff Management

Pollutant Management

Trash Reduction

Stream Resources Protection

3838

County Stewardship 
Opportunities

Rainscapes
Green Business Certification
Recycling Volunteer Program
Composting
Grasscycling
Adopt-A-Road
Storm Drain Marking
Keep Montgomery County Beautiful
Agricultural Preservation Easements
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Other non-County Stewardship 
Opportunities

Trash clean ups
Annual Potomac River Cleanup
Annual Patuxent River Cleanup

Reforestation/Tree Planting programs
Leaves for Neighborhoods MNCPPC cost-share
Marylanders Plant Trees State cost-share
Tree-mendous Maryland

Weed Warriors for invasives management on parkland
Patuxent Reservoirs Conservation Initiative

39
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Next StepsNext Steps

40

Get your input on background, problems, and Get your input on background, problems, and 
stewardshipstewardship
Today, in break out groupsToday, in break out groups
Or, visit our website and send us an eOr, visit our website and send us an e--mail mail 
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/stormwaterpermitwww.montgomerycountymd.gov/stormwaterpermit


